to a difference in cultural values. 10 Previous work suggests that equitable participation may mean that Aboriginal community partners exert more control than academic partners in decision making, which may create challenges for study implementation. There are also challenges in commuicating research results that protect indigenous knowledge and communities. [11] [12] [13] As researchers and research ethics boards (REBs) engage with the TCPS2 principles, dialogue on these challenges is useful to develop research practices. The objective of this study was to explore REB stakeholder perspectives on the principles and practices of reviewing and conducting public health research with Aboriginal populations.
METHODS
This analysis emerged from a larger study examining barriers to effective ethics review for community-based research (CBR).
14 Ethics approval for the study was received from seven universities.* In order to gather information on issues that are emerging in REB CBR review, a qualitative approach was chosen. In qualitative interviews with REB staff, members, and those engaged in ethics policy work, issues specific to research with Aboriginal peoples was a prominent focus of discussion, as for many participants CBR was most associated with research involving Aboriginal communities. Thus, the authors (2 non-Aboriginal researchers who have engaged in CBR with Aboriginal communities) conducted analysis on REB stakeholder perspectives on this issue.
Study sample
For the larger study, a sampling frame of Canadian REBs reviewing research involving human subjects was developed. We were interested in speaking with REB staff persons in administrative functions who managed protocols, Board Chairs (current or past) and Board members (academic, student and community members) from diverse (in terms of region, size and location (university/hospital/community)) institutions. We targeted institutions for maximum variation, and participants were recruited via REB and personal e-mail. We also contacted individuals engaged in ethics policy development. In total, 24 interviews were conducted with key informants from across Canada (see Table 1 for description of our sample), 4 of whom were Aboriginal. It should be noted that because the study examined broader issues related to CBR, while we included Aboriginal ethics bodies and participants, we did not seek to exhaustively sample Aboriginal perspectives.
Interviews
Interviews were semi-structured and lasted 45-120 minutes. Interview questions were drawn from the CBR literature and team members' experiences, and covered REB structures, processes and review issues. (For questions relevant to this analysis, see Appendix 1.) Due to the geographic distribution of participants, most interviews were conducted by telephone. Participants were asked to speak generally, and not about details of specific reviews. Participants were offered a $25 book gift certificate.
Data analysis
Interviews were professionally transcribed verbatim and imported into NVivo 8 qualitative data management software. 15 A key theme that resulted from the initial coding framework (including 16 major codes and 128 subcodes) was research ethics processes in research involving Aboriginal communities. [16] [17] [18] The co-authors undertook a more extensive thematic analysis of the node on ethics and Aboriginal research, as well as a node/subnodes on innovative practices, which contained examples of research ethics practices with Aboriginal communities. The first author did the initial analysis; the second author provided colleague review; and consensus on the core themes was reached through discussion.
RESULTS
Three dominant themes emerged: 1) the importance of understanding Aboriginal research as a distinct form of research; 2) the unique nature and complexity of negotiating community consent; and 3) the importance of trust and relationship-building. †
Aboriginal research as a distinct form of research
When asked about CBR review practices, most participants suggested that their REBs rarely engaged in CBR reviews, except in the case of research involving Aboriginal peoples:
"We see very, very few of these where there is community involvement and collaboration with people in the community for the purposes of research . . . We almost never see that except for First Nations." [nA] Thus, research with Aboriginal communities generally was seen as a distinct form of research by participants. Many participants were well versed in historical contexts that made research involving Aboriginal peoples distinctive. Several told stories of past researchers abusing their power (including desecrating grave sites and collecting human samples without informed consent), and of rarely returning results to communities under study. One participant indicated this has created a situation where, "Our communities are really hesitant to do that kind of research anymore . . . because we've been burned in the past."[A] Nevertheless, it was recognized by some that despite this distrust, "We need research and we need all this data to help improve the lives of people in [region] and the health of people in [region] ." [A] One stakeholder described that Aboriginal community-based research, ". . . is a form of research whereby Aboriginal community collaboration, direction, participation and commitment are essential. The goal is to develop culturally appropriate and methodologically sound research analysis and dissemination of strategy that are In terms of the implementation of guidelines and the ethics review process, participants suggested that reviewing Aboriginal protocols was similar to the process of reviewing others in that "we do cover some of the . . . same things, so you know, we ask about risks and benefits for participants in communities, we look at, you know, informed consent, privacy and confidentiality," but that they also look for other factors, such as "community involvement in the project . . . we actually do look for ownership, we do look at OCAP."[A] One participant noted that because of historical legacies, REBs needed to be cautious about the implementation of guidelines for research involving Aboriginal peoples to ensure that the principles are followed. However, some participants felt confused about how to implement these principles in practice. For instance, one participant asked, "If a randomized control trial recruited a single Aboriginal participant, did the RCT have to conform to OCAP principles?" [nA] The unique nature and complexity of negotiating community consent
One area that participants saw as distinctive in Aboriginal research was the nature and complexity of negotiating community consent. Participants felt that while this requirement was an important one, it was often challenging to implement and monitor. Many highlighted how important the dual process of REB and community consent was: "I guess the important thing about our ethics review is that it's really up to the communities to decide whether or not they want a research proposal to go through a [community] ethics review . . . Once we do the ethics review and we're like, 'Yeah, it seems fine,' um, it's still up to the communities to decide whether or not they're going to participate." [nA] One participant said, "Any time where there's been any minor disagreement between which path to take . . . [our REB] has always deferred to the community."[nA] Another participant emphasized the importance of community "buy-in." She shared an anecdote whereby a band council had vetoed a research protocol and was later voted out of office by a community that felt the issues were important: "In the next election . . . they put three new people in, gave me a call, and said, 'We got our approval, can we join?'" [A] A key challenge highlighted by these comments was, "Who speaks for the community?" For example, "If you need permission from the Band Council and they're the problem, how do you get permission from the community?"[nA] This challenge of community consent was magnified in an urban context when there is no one group that has permission to speak for the community. As one participant said, "To put it in simple form, do you treat them as individuals, or do you treat them as a member of the community? And this particularly comes up when people are, for example, registered as First Nations persons, but not even living on the reserve . . .." [nA] In addition, participants talked about how the process for getting communal consent among Métis, Inuit or First Nations people in diverse urban contexts was less straightforward than in First Nation reserve contexts where there was more likely to be institutions (e.g., bands and Council) that one could approach. One participant talked about challenges with regard to the meaning of autonomy: "That's the real tension. And so, can autonomy even be read in a collective way? So, if you think of First Nations Aboriginal research they would say, 'Yeah absolutely, autonomy is [a First] Nation's autonomous government'. You know? So it's about the interpretation of something like that, how broad can they choose to go?" [nA] Many REBs have worked to find ways of supporting researchers to engage with communities. As one participant indicated, researchers are developing a range of engagement techniques: "Sometimes they come in as a terms of reference . . . Some of those are quite complex, and other times . . . a director will say, 'Okay, we will do this' . . .." [nA] The importance of trust and relationship-building Among study participants, there was acknowledgement of the importance of trust and relationship-building between researchers and communities in order to conduct collaborative research. Many stakeholders felt that relationship-building required a significant investment of human resources. Several participants talked about the REB's role in encouraging researchers to build foundational relationships with the communities that they hoped to study: "There must be a period of time set aside specifically for relationship building . . . You need to do the capacity-building and build a trusting relationship with community before that research ever begins." [A] Many acknowledged that, rather than "all or nothing," there was a wide range in the depth of the relationships that researchers built with communities. For instance, in some cases, communities may actually prefer a less participatory research approach: "I think research ethics boards have to have an appreciation for the fact that . . . some Aboriginal communities . . . really don't want to be in the driver's seat -'Please will you drive, you know, here's the keys, go with it, I am happy to be a passenger. 
CONCLUSION
The three themes that emerged from our analysis -Aboriginal research as a distinct form of research, negotiating community consent, and trust and relationship-building -highlight the most prominent concerns that our REB participants encountered. These are also themes illustrated in previous research. [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] Thus, while our findings are exploratory as they are based on a small, qualitative analysis with a non-representative sample, and should not be taken as representative of Aboriginal researcher, REB staff, chair or member perspectives, the results do suggest areas for further research, dialogue and education among researchers, REBs and Aboriginal communities.
It is of note that within the key themes and issues presented by participants, the diversity of Aboriginal cultures, language and traditions in our Canadian context was acknowledged. Continued attention needs to be paid to issues of diversity in research involving diverse First Nations, Inuit and Métis peoples. For instance, protocols that may work in a west coast First Nation context may be highly inappropriate in a northern Inuk context. Similarly, issues of language and cultural diversity may result in markedly different worldviews and ethical frameworks.
Nevertheless, a shared history of colonialism has created a context whereby the research community has agreed to engage in more respectful research processes with Aboriginal communities. Despite the challenges associated with their implementation, our data suggest that some REB stakeholders in Canada have been sensitized to the issues of respecting research involving Aboriginal peoples as a distinct form of research. While specific to Aboriginal peoples, our participants suggested that the TCPS2 guidelines model processes and practices for respectful, collaborative public health research relationships with other populations. As one participant noted, "If we fine-tune it enough to speak to the complexity of Aboriginal people and research with them, then I think the entire country benefits from that kind of vigilance, so that we don't lower the expectations for non-Aboriginal people." [A] 
